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ABSTRACT
A study was made of the relationship between hypnotic
susceptibility and the following five personality variables:
(a) the ability to focus attention; (b) acquiescence; (c)
social desirability; (d) imagery; (e) role-taking ability.
A total of 7S subjects participated, 3^ males and 40 females.
Good hypnotic subjects were found to have more vivid imagery,
as measured by Bett's QMI . The ability to control images,
as measured by Gordon's test of imagery, appeared to be of little
importance in the experience of hypnosis. A relationship
between imagery and acquiescence was found which suggests
that measures of imagery are highly susceptible to an
acquiescent response bias. Good hypnotic subjects experienced
more interference on the Stroop test and had a higher C/W score.
It was concluded that the good hypnotic subject was a conceptually
oriented person. The possible multidimensionality of hypnosis
was discussed as was its implications for research methodology.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
There are large and stable individual differences in
susceptibility to hypnosis, yet attempts to describe the
personality attributes which could predict hypnotizability
have not met with notable success (Hilgard, 1965). This lack
of success may be due to the complex nature of hypnosis
which has resulted in there being many diverse theories, all
purporting to explain the same phenomenon (Barber, 1964;
Hilgard, 1965; Sarbin & Coe, 1972; Orne, 1959).
If relationships between personality variables and
hypnotizability could be found the benefits would be manifold.
For instance, there are many theoretical approaches to hypnosis.
Some theories stress social factors whereas others stress
cognitive factors. If a strong and clear relationship were
found between hypnotic susceptibility and some other aspect of
the person (such as a social style or a cognitive ability),
it would help choose the most profitable theoretical approach.
In addition, if a personality trait were found to correlate
highly with hypnotic susceptibility it could be used as an
indirect measure of susceptibility and this would have practical
applications in the clinical and medical professions. Finally,
2since hypnosis may involve alterations in sensation, perception,
and awareness in general, an understanding of hypnosis would
aid in the understanding of the mind. On the other hand, if
there does not appear to be any strong relationship between
personality factors and hypnotic susceptibility then it could
be that a number of different phenomena are being grouped
under the rubric of hypnosis,
A possible reason why research, to date, has failed to
find personality correlates of susceptibility is that, too
often only one type of variable of interest has been investi-
gated in a given study. Since hypnosis appears to be so
complex, it would be more plausible to view it as resulting
from the interaction of a number of different attributes
of the individual rather than due to merely one. It may not
be possible, thereto gain much understanding of hypnosis by
studying one variable at a time.
An objective of the present study was, therefore, to
assess a number of different types of variables simultaneously
in an effort to provide a more comprehensive view of the
hypnotically susceptible person. Specifically this study
investigated attention, imagery, acquiescence, social
desirability, and role-taking ability.
It may be noted that these five measures can be placed,
3a priori
,
into three categories. Imagery and attentional
abilities can be considered as cognitive variables, i.e.,
they have to do with the acquisition and/or central
processing of data. Social desirability and acquiescence,
although they have a cognitive component, primarily represent
tendencies to respond in certain manners to social expectations.
Finally, role-taking is a higher-order variable in that it
entails both cognitive skills and social expectations.
Discussed below are the theoretical and empirical
reasons for believing why each of the five measures may be
related to hypnosis. No theoretical framework is being posited
to tie all these measures together. However, hypotheses will
g
be given for each individually. For this reason the present •
study should be considered as being more descriptive than
theoretical.
Attention and Hypnosis
The hypnotized subject can apparently become so absorbed
-
in a task that he loses his orientation to reality. This has
suggested to some theorists (White, 1041; Shor, 1959) that
a person, in order to be hypnotized, should have the ability
to concentrate his attention on certain stimuli while inhibiting
others. In line with this suggestion, Galbraith, Cooper and
London (1972) found that subjects high in hypnotic suscept-
ibility, but not hypnotized, produced higher auditory and
visual evoked responses to stimuli to which they were told to
attend. Subjects low in hypnotic susceDtibi lity produced
larger evoked responses to stimuli which they were told to
ignore
.
The Stroop test is often used as a measure of the ability
to concentrate attention and was used in the present study.
It requires a person to name colors in the face of distracting
cues. Less interference on this task is taken as an indication
of a greater ability to concentrate attention and to inhibit
distraction.
Imagery and Hypnosis
During hypnosis a subject can sometimes perceive something
which is not present to the senses, i..e. , he can have positive
hallucinations. Even when not hypnotized a person may still
experience something, in the form of imagery, which is not
present to the senses. It would seem plausible to assume that
if a person could experience vivid imagery when he is not
hypnotized then he could more easily experience the heightened
imagery of hypnosis.
The most frequently reported measure of imagery in
hypnosis research is Bett's (1909) Questionnaire of Mental
Imagery (QMI) which has nearly always been found to correlate
with hypnotic susceptibility. People who are good hypnotic
subjects usually report more vivid imagery. Sheehan (1972)
has provided a comprehensive review of both the clinical and
experimental research relating hypnosis and imagery.
The QMI measures how vividly a person can imagine various
sensations whether they be visual, olfactory, etc. Another
aspect of imagery which is less frequently reported is the
manipulation of visual images. It would be expected that good
hypnotic subjects, aside from having vivid imagery, would also
have more control over their imagery. In the present study,
this aspect of imagery has been measured by Gordon's (1949)
test of imagery.
Acquiescence and Hypnosis
On an intuitive basis, it would be expected that persons
|
who are accepting of experiences and less analytical in their
life style would be more susceptible to hypnosis. Couch and
Keniston (i960) have reported that these traits are characteristic
of persons who demonstrate an acquiescent response bias.
Whereas some people might be analytical and critical of a
suggestion, the acquiescent person would be more accepting and
less critical.
There is also some empirical support for the notion that
acquiescence is related to hypnotic susceptibility. Lee (1965)
developed a questionnaire to study hypnotic susceptibility.
This questionnaire contained five subscales as well as an
abbreviated form of the MMPI which was Sum-True scored.
Preliminary analyses showed what appeared to be an acquiescent
tendency in that the Sum-True scale correlated well with some
of the measures of hypnotizability
. When the entire
questionnaire was rescored for True responses, the correlations
of all five subscales with hypnotic susceptibility had
levels of significance beyond the .01 level.
Social Desirability and Hypnosis
Acquiescence is only one kind of response bias that might
be relevant to hypnotic susceptibility. A person who is being
hypnotized is expected, and presumably desires, to behave in \
a manner characteristic of a hypnotized person. The tendency
to respond in an expected way is termed "social desirability"
because what is expected is usually socially desirable. During
hypnosis, of course, the acts performed by the subject may not
be socially desirable in the normal sense. For example, a
hypnotized subject may be told that he is three years old
and he may begin to act three years old. However, it must be
noted that the hypnotic situation is a very special situation
which redefines what is desirable behavior. The hypnotic
situation frees the subject of the usual responsibility for
his actions and emphasizes the desirability of conforming to
the suggestions of the hypnotist.
Scales to measure social desirability, here interpreted as
the need to conform to expectations, have been developed by
7Edwards (1957) and by Crowne & Marlowe (i960). The Crowne-
Marlowe scale was used in the present study. It was expected
that those individuals who have a greater need to conform to
expectations would also tend to try and demonstrate more
hypnotic behavior as well.
Role-Taking and Hypnosis
Sarbin and Coe (1972) have attempted to explain hypnosis
in terms of role theory. Essentially, their premise is that
hypnosis is a role which is communicated to the subject by the
hypnotist and by previous exposure to ideas of what it is like
to be hypnotized. The ability to be hypnotized rests upon the
individual's ability to enter into this role. The major
thrust of the theory is, then, directed at the ways in which
people adopt, and experience, different roles in their life.
Of the many facets of role theory, two seem to be
particularly salient for hypnosis research. The first centers
t
around the degree of physiological involvemnt one has in a
role. Sarbin and Coe term this "organismic involvement".
An example of total involvement would be hysteria where, in
the absence of a somatic pathology, patients behave as if
they were afflicted with some organic dysfunction. As one
might expect, the hypnotic role is placed towards the high
end of this involvement continuum.
The second aspect of role theory which is pertinent here
is concerned with how one role relates to another. It is
easier for a person to become involved in a new role if it is
8similar to an old role he is familiar with. We wouia expect,
then, that people who become involved in experiences which are
similar to hypnosis would be able to experience the role of a
hypnotic subject more easily.
For these reasons, the role-taking questionnaires used in
hypnosis research usually assess the extent to wnich a person
becomes involved in roles and, simultaneously, they assess tne
frequency with which a person experiences roles similar to
hypnosis. A typical questionnaire item would be: "Have you
ever had the experience of recollecting a past experience in
your life with such clarity and vitality that it was almost like
living it again?". It would be expected that those people
who become deeply involved in roles with also be more
hypnotizable.
Summary of Hypotheses
The goal of the present study is primarily descriptive,
not theoretical. That is, no theory is being tested which
ties the above variables together within a single framework.
On a descriptive level, it is expected that the good hypnotic
subject will: (a) have the ability to form more vivid images;
(b) to be able to concentrate his attention while ignoring
interfering stimuli; (c.) exhibit more acquiescence and social
desirability; and (c.) become more involved in roles similar
to the hypnotic role.
9CHAPTER II
METHODS
The various tasks were administered in two sessions with
the author administering all of them. The first session was
a group session in which the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic
Susceptibility: Form A (Shor & Orne, 1962) and two tests of
imagery were given. Based upon their scores on the Harvard
Scale (hereafter referred to as the HGSHS: A) , certain
subjects were asked to return for an individual session.
In the individual session the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility
Scale: Form C (hereafter referred to as the SHSS:C, developed
by Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962) was administered, along
with the measures of acquiescence, role-taking, social
desirability and attention.
Subjects
The subjects were volunteers from introductory psychology
courses who participated in exchange for class credit. The
subjects were told at the time of recruitment that the study
was to investigate why some people could experience hypnosis
easily whereas others could not, and that this would be an
opportunity for them to learn about themselves.
The average age of the subjects was 19.5 and the range was
from 17 to 37. A total of 304 people were in the group sessions
and of these a total of 7#, 3# males and 40 females, completed
the invidual sessions.
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The Assessment of Hypnotic Susceptibility
The HGSHS: A, used for the initial screening, is a self-
scored group administered adaptation of the SHSS:A. The
SHSS:C, used for the final testing, is administered individually
and is intended to differentiate more adequately within the
upper limits of hypnotic susceptibility.
In both the HGSHS: A and the SHSS:C, there is a standardized
induction. If a person is hypnotizable this induction should
be effective in inducing a trance. After the induction the
subject is given a series of suggestions. The depth of trance
is determined by the number of suggestions the subject can
experience. Since everyone receives the same induction, if
one subject responds to more suggestions than does another,
then the former would be characterized as more susceptible to
hypnosis than the latter. Scores on both the HGSHS: A and the
SHSS:C can range from zero to twelve, with a high score
indicating greater susceptibility.
The Assessment of Personality Dispositions
Attention. The Stroop test (Stroop, 1935) requires a
person to attend to one aspect of a stimulus without having
another aspect distract him. Specifically the test requires
a person to attend to only the color of written words and to
name these colors while disregarding the words which are also
the names of colors. The color of the word and the color named
by the word are incongruous so that there is a response compet-
ition between the two colors.
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The version of the Stroop test used in the present study
consisted of three black cards, 22 X 23 inches. On the first
card, the Color card, was a 10 X 10 matrix of colored squares,
each approximately one inch square. On the second card,
the Word card, was a 5 X 20 matrix of words. Each of these
words was the name of a color and was printed in its respective
color. The third card was of the same form as the second but
the words were written in incongruent colors. This last card
is referred to as the Color-Word card.
The colors used were red, blue » green, yellow and white.
The only constraints on the construction of the matrices were:
(a) that on the Color card no two squares on the same color were
next to each other on the same line; (b) each color appeared
only twice in each line; and (c.) on the Word and Color-Word
cards each color and each color-word appeared only once in
each line. Except for these constraints the colors and words
were randomly distributed.
A number of different scores can be derived from the
Stroop test but they can all be represented by three factors
(Jensen, 1965). The first of these factors represents the
difficulty in naming colors as compared to reading words.
Such a score can be obtained by taking the ratio for the time
on the Color card to the time on the Word card (C/W) . The
second factor is best identified as interference and is measured
by the time on the Color-Word card minus the time on the
Color card (CW-C). The third factor represents a speed or
12
personal tempo factor and is best represented by the time
on the Word card.
Performance on the Stroop test seems to improve with
practice (Jensen, 1965). For this reason the test was
administered twice, once at the beginning of the individual
session and then again at the end of that session. Only the
results from the second trial were used as data in the present
study.
Imagery. The original Bett's QJVH contained 150 items
which were representative of all of the sense modalities.
A shortened form of this has been developed by Sheehan (1967)
and contains 35 items but still represents all sense modalities.
The subject is instructed to form a mental image of whatever
is suggested to him. He rates himself on a seven-point scale
as to how vivid the image was. A rating of one indicates a
clear and vivid image as real as actual experience whereas a
rating of seven indicates no image at all was formed. (For the
purposes of the present study this scale was reversed for the
data analyses so that positive correlations would be obtained
with hypnotic susceptiblity
.
)
Gordon (1949) also has developed a test of imagery, but her
test emphasizes the ability to control the image, i.e., to
make it do what the subject desires. For example, the
subject may be asked to imagine a car, next to try and imagine
it in color, then to try and see it in a different color.
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There are 12 items on the Gordon test and each is answered
with a yes, no, or unsure. A "yes" response was given a score
of two, an "unsure" received a one, and "no" was given a score
of zero.
Acquiescence. Couch and Keniston (196U) created a
questionnaire to measure acquiescence as a response bias. There
was some criticism of the validity of this first scale (Taylor,
1961; Edwards & Walker, 1951 ; because it appeared to be
confounded with social desirability. After subsequent revisions
of the original scale there emerged a subscale or 35 items which
seemed to measure acquiescence in responding to questionnaire
items. The items of the scale are constructed in such a way
as to minimize content effects and to mjcimize response biases.
The subject is instructed to read each item of the
questionnaire carefully and to indicate the extent to which
he agrees with the statement. He does this by entering a number
from one to seven where a one indicates strong disagreement
and a seven indicates strong agreement.
Social Desirability. Whereas a person with an acquiescent
response bias tends to answer items in the affirmative other
people might be more descriminating in their responses. One
way to descriminate is to respond in a socially desirable
manner, regardless of whether the response is affirmative or
negative.
Crowne & Marlowe (i960) have developed a Social Desirability
Scale (SDS) where the approach was to use items which were
14
culturally scantioned and approved but which were improbable
of occurance. There are 33 items on the Crowne-Marlowe
scale and the subject is instructed to read each carefully
and then to decide whether the statement is true or false,
as it pertains to him.
A high score on the SDS is indicative of a need or desire
on the subject's part to respond in a culturally appropriate
and acceptable manner.
Role-Takinr. Lee (1963) developed a questionnaire to
predict hypnotic susceptibility. One subscale of this question-
naire was role-taking. There are 12 items on the scale and
they measure the frequency to which a person becomes very
involved in roles, extreme involvement being one of the
characteristics of hypnosis. The items are descriptive of
various experiences and the subject merely answers "yes" or
"no", depending upon whether or not he has had similar exper-
iences. A higher score indicates a higher frequency of such
experiences.
Procedure
The experiment was conducted in two sessions. In the first
session, a group session, the subjects were given the HGSHS:
A
by means of a tape recording. The size of the groups was held
to a maximum of 15. During some of these sessions the Bett's
QMI and Gordon's test of imagery were administered before
the HGSHS: A. Later it was decided that, in order to conserve
on time, the tests of imagery should be given only to
15
those who were asked to return for an individual session.
An ANOVA of the two groups, individually vs group administered,
did not show any significant difference between them. (See
Table A-2, Appendix A)
The scores on the HGSHS: A were used as a guide in calling
back subjects for the individual sessions. Since the scales
used were 12 point scales it was decided a priori to divide
the scale into six equal divisions and to have a minimum of
ten subjects in each cell, five males and five females. This
would assure there being at least 60 subjects distributed from
not at all susceptible to very susceptible. By the time all
of the cells were filled there were a total of 73 subject,
3# males and 40 females, with complete and usable data.
(See Table A-3 of Appendix A for a distribution of subjects
according to susceptibility.)
In the individual session each subject was first asked to
complete the acquiescence, social desirability and role-taking
questionnaires. If the tests of imagery had not been completed
in the group sessions they were done next. The first trial of
the Stroop test was then administered.
To administer the Stroop test the subject was told to sit
in a comfortable chair while the experimenter held the cards
approximately four feet from the subject.^ The subject was
instructed to read each card in the appropriate way as quickly
as possible without making mistakes. For the Color-Word card
16
the subjects were instructed to ignore the word and to name
the colors. They were told not to try and blur the image
of the word but rather to merely ignore it and to name the color.
If a mistake was made the subject was to correct it and then
continue. The test was given again in the same manner at the
end of the session. The time was recorded for each card,
including mistakes, and was used to compute the respective
scores.
In the remainder of the individual session the author
administered the SHSS:C. A standard induction, similar to
that of the SHSS:C was used. The only difference was in the
first paragraph of the induction procedure (Weitzenhoffer &
Hilgard, 1962, p. 7) where similarities with sleep are
discussed. The author drew analogies between the hypnotic state
and a semisleep state one sometimes experiences during
awakening in the morning. This was adopted from an induction
procedure which had been found effective in previous
inductions.
17
CHAPTER III
RESULTS '
Analyses of Varianr.fi
Subjects were divided into three levels of susceptibility
based upon their SHSS:C scores. A score of 9 or greater defined
the High group. A score of k or less defined the Low group
and all scores between 4 and 9 comprised the Medium group.
Two-way analyses of variance (level of susceptibility X sex)
were then applied to the data. The cell means for all variables
which reached statistical significance are presented in Table
1, the means and standard deviations of all variables are
presented in Table A-l of Appendix A.
insert Table 1 about here
Three variables showed a significant main effect due
to hyphotizability; role-taking (F(2,72)=3.51,p<.035) , Bett's
QMI (F( 2, 72) =3. 62, p<.032), and the interference score (CW-C)
from the Stroop test (F( 2,72)=4.6S, p<.012). Only one
variable demonstrated a significant main effect due to sex,
namely the Color-to-Word ratio (C/W) from the Stroop test
(F(l,72)=13
.7, p<.001). However, two variables demonstrated
a significant interaction between sex and hypnotic susceptibility
the Interference score (F(2,72)=3.52, p<.035) and the C/W score
(F(2,72)p=4.90, p<.010).
Specific comparisons indicated, for the CW-C score, it
18
Table 1
Mean Score of Personality Variables;
Scores Divided According to Sex and Hypnotic
Susceptibility
Personality Level of Hypnotic Susceptibility
Variable Sex Low Medium Hi ch
Hole-taking Males 7.1 9.3 7.8
Females 7.8 8.3 8.4
Bett's QMI Males 5.1 5.2 5.4
Females 4.8 5.0 5.6
CW-C Males 33.3 29.6 45.7
Females 28.8 36.7 36.2
Males 1.5 1.5 1.4
Females 1.2 1.3 1.4
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was the High Susceptibility group which significantly
differentiated between the males and females (F(l,22)=5
.29,
p<.05). For the C/W ratio the males and females were
significantly different in both the Low and Medium Suscept-
ibility ranges (F(l,lS)=g.l5, p<.05 and F( 1,32) =12. 41, p<.005
respectively)
.
Correlational Analyses
Correlations among all the variables were computed in order
to obtain an indication of the strength of relationships and
also to obtain a picture of how each variable related to the
others. The complete table of correlations is contained in
Table A-3 of Appendix A. The present discussion is limited
primarily to those variables which showed either a significant
main effect due to hypnotizability or a sex X hypnoti zability
interaction. The acquiescence score is also discussed
because it appeared to have a moderating influence on the
other variables of interest. Finally, before computing the
correlations, the scores for males and females were standaradized
within each sex. Separate correlations were the calculated
for the males and females and are presented in Tables A-4 and
A-5 of Appendix A. The combined intercorrelations are
presented in Table 2.
insert Table 2 about here
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'fable 2
Intercorrelations of Variables
(n=78)
1 2 3 A- 5 6
1 SHSS 1
2 Role-taking
.17 1
3 CW-C
**
.30 -.16 1
1+ Acquiesc.
-.14
,*
.28 -.19 1
5 Bettys QMI K
.26 .28 .03
*
.25 1
6 C/W
.22 .08 -.04 -.06 -.08 1
* P<.05
**p<.01
(two-tailed tests)
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As would be expected the correlations support the results
of the ANOVA. The one exception is the role-taking variable.
A closer examination of the means in Table 1 indicated that the
role-taking may be related curvilinearly to hypnotic suscept-
ibility. A test for the quadratic trend supports this
assumption (F(l,75)=5.69, p<.05).
The CW-C showed a similar relationship with hypnotizability
within each sex despite the significant sex X hypnotizability
interaction revealed by the ANOVA. The correlation for males
and females was r=.30 (p<.05S) and r=.31 (p<.05) respectively.
For the C/W score there were distinct correlational
differences between the males (r=-.Ol) and females (r=.46,
p<.001). An insepction of the means in Table 1 shows that there
is a more linear relationship between the C/W score and the
SHSS:C for females than there is for males, and this is
reflected in the correlations. Disregarding sex there is still
a significant relationship between the C/W score and the
SHSS:C (r=.22, p<.05).
The correlation between Bett's QMI and the SHSS:C is
supportive of the ANOVA results (r=.26, p<.05). However the
significant correlation between Bett*s QMI and acquiescence
(r=.25, p<.05) suggests that an acquiescent response bias was
confounding the measure of imagery. Indeed, when a part
correlation was computed, controlling for acquiescence in the
scores of imagery, the correlation between Bett*s QMI and the
SHSS:C rose from r=.26 (p<.05) to rsHSS:C(QMI,ACQ) =, ^ 0 ^ p^' 01 ^
*
22
Multiple Correlation
In order to obtain some estimate of the total amount of
variance in hypnotizability accounted for by the personality
variables a multiple correlation was calculated. Three
predictor variables were used, their inclusion based upon
their significant correlation with the SHSS-.C. The first
two, the CW-C and the C/W scores, were from the Stroop test.
The third was Bett's QMI which had the variance due to
acquiescence partialed out. The role-taking score was not
included since it was curvilinearly related to hypnotizability
The scores for males and females were standardized and
then combined, just as they were in the correlational analyses.
The resulting multiple correlation equation is presented
below:
SHSS = 0.96(QMI.ACQ)+0.90(CW-C)+0.ao(cA)+6.70
This equation yields a multiple-R of and is accounting
for 23$ of the variance in the SHSS:C scores.
Since multiple correlations have a tendency to shrink as
the sample size increases, an estiamte was made of what the
coefficient would have been had the sample size been infinite.
R ,2= l-(l-R 2 )(N-l/N-k)
R ,2= 1-(1-. 23) (73-1/78-3)
R ,2= 0.21
R* = 0.46
23
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Four variables were found to be significantly related to
hypnotic susceptibility. These were imagery, as measured by
Bett's QMI, Stroop interference, and the C/W ratio, also from
the Stroop test, and role-taking ability. Acquiescence,
although not directly related to hypnotic susceptibility,
appears to be of importance in measuring imagery. Each of
these variables is discussed below.
Role-Taking
A close look at the present data indicates that the role-
taking scores rose from the Low to Medium Susceptibility groups
but decreased from the Medium to High groups. This trend was
found to be significantly non-linear.
Lee (1963) has reported a correlation of r=.3$ (p<.Ol)
between the role-taking scale and the SHSS:C. The reason
for the higher correlation in her study may have been due to
the fact that her sample was more representative of the Medium
range of susceptibility. Lee used a sample of 103 people who
were not preselected for hypnotic susceptibility. She does
not report the distribution of hypnotic susceptibility which
she obtained but it appears that on the average her sample was
not as susceptible as the one used in the present study. She
reports a mean score of 5.46 (SD=3.06) on the SHSS:C whereas
24
in the present study the mean was 6. 63 (SD=3.07).
A possible explanation for the curvilinear relationship
may be found in the fact that different levels of susceptibility
involve somewhat different types of suggestions. (Refer to
Table A-6 of Appendix A). The easiest items, characteristic
of the Low Susceptibility group, are mostly passive suggestions,
e.g.
,
"Your arm is getting heavy, you can't hold it up.".
Medium susceptible subjects can usually do all that the Low
susceptible subjects can, but they can also experience what
are termed the challenge suggestions, e.g. , "Your arm is rigid,
try and bend it.". The High Susceptible group can experience
hallucinations and amnesia, among other things.
It is possible that role-taking ability may be necessary
to experience hypnotic phenomena which are representative of
the medium range of susceptibility but not sufficient to
insure the experiencing of the more difficult hypnotic tasks
characteristic of high susceptibility.
Imagery
The correlation between imagery, as measured by Bett's
QMI , and the SHSS:C (r=.26, p<.05), although small, is consistent
with previously reported research (Sheehan, 1972). There is
a consistent finding that people with more vivid imagery make
better hypnotic subjects. The lack of significant results for
Gordon's test, which emphasized the control of imagery, suggests
that it is not the control of imagery which is important but
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rather the vividness. It is possible that the control of
imagery requires more mental effort and that this added effort
may make the task dissimilar to hypnosis. Similarly, even
if a person could control his imagery, in the hypnotic
situation this ability might not be needed since the hypnotist
would be directing the experience.
AcQuiescence
The research of Lee (1963) and of E. Hilgard (1968)
suggested that hypnotic susceptibility might be related to
a tendency to acquiesce. The present study found no support
for such a relationship, at least when acquiescence is
measured by the Couch and Keniston scale. However, subjects
who tended to acquiesce also tended to report more vivid
imagery on the Bett's QMI
.
For a given person the amount of acquiescence can vary
from item to item on a questionnaire. McGee (1962) has
concluded that the verbal content of items is not as important
as the degree of structure or ambiguity of the item and that a
response bias is more likely to appear when the stimuli are
ambiguous. It is not surprising, then, to find an acquiescent
response bias in tests of imagery. For most people the object
of their rating, an image, is not distinct and well defined;
images have the dubious distinction of becoming more elusive
when viewed analytically.
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Alternatively, the observed relationship between
acquiescence and the Bett's QMI might be due to common
"methods variance". The tests of both variables require
the subject to rate items on seven-point scales. Thus,
any biases to rate scales in one direction or another would
appear on both tests. In any case, when the variability
due to acquiescence is partialled out, the QMI correlates
better with hypnotic susceptibility.
Color-Word Ratio
No hypotheses concerning the CA7 ccore had been posited.
The significant positive correlation with the SHSS:C (r=.22,
p<.05) is interpretable if a high C/W score is taken to be an
indication of the relative ease with which a person can
process conceptual as opposed to sensory stimuli. In other
words, the high C/W score reflects a greater proficiency in
reading words as opposed to naming colors. In line with this
interpretation, Broverman (i960) found that subjects who
received a high C/W score performed better on tasks such as
mental arithmetic than did subjects with a low C/W score. The
low scorers performed better on tasks such line tracing. He
therefore termed subjects with a high C/W score "conceptually
dominant" and those with a low C/W score "sensorimotor
dominant"
.
This interpretation of the C/W score is consonant with
other research, E. Hilgard (1965) has found that good hypnotic
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subjects tend to prefer ideational over motoric interests.
They also tend to become involved in rich subjective experiences
The good hypnotic subject thus appears to be conceptually -
oriented. He prefers and is more proficient at conceptual
tasks than sensorimotor ones.
Stroop Interference
The relationship between Stroop interference and the SHSStC
(r=.30, p<.01) was the opposite from that originally predicted.
It was expected that good hypnotic subjects would be able to
inhibit distracting stimuli and therefore experience less
interference. Although specific instructions to concentrate
attention to only the color and not the word were not
emphasized, these instructions were implicit, i..e_.
,
"ignore
the word and name the color".
Contrary to expectations, the more susceptible subjects
experienced more interference than did the less susceptible
subjects. In support of the present findings is the research
of Van Nuys (1973) who found a small but positive correlation
(r=.14» ns) between the HGSHS:A and Stroop interference. In
his study, Van Nuys used a random sampling of subjects, making
it difficult to get representatives of the extremes of hypnotic
susceptibility. This is perhaps why his reported correlation
is lower than that observed in the present study. Also, the
HGSHS:A would not seem to be as sensitive and valid a measure
of hypnotic susceptibility as the SHSS:C.
2$
It is usually assumed that two cognitive tasks seem to be
involved in Stroop- interference
. One task is the reading of
words and the other task is the naming of colors. Various
theories have been posited for why one task can be performed
more easily than the other and for why one would interfere
with the other. Since the exact mechanisms of Stroop interference
are unknown, any interpretation is usually supported indirectly.
For example, Broverman (i960) has used the Stroop
interference score to define a dimension of cognitive style
which he terms automatization. This dimension becomes apparent
on tasks which are familiar and which have therefore become
automatic. Strong automatizers were shown to perform such
tasks as tapping or naming objects faster than could weak
automatizers. The more automatized a task is, the less
interference there will be associated with it. We thus find
strong automatizers able to read each card of the Stroop test
faster and to experience less interference when reading the
Color-Word card.
From this perspective, the present data suggest that good
hypnotic subjects are weak automatizers. It is possible that
this less automatized functioning leaves more latitude for
unique processes to take place, such as the experience of
hypnosis.
Loomis and Moskowitz (195$) have used Stroop interference
to define a dimension of cognitive style termed flexible vs
V
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constricted control. Flexible control refers to a capacity
for differentially responding to specified aspects of a field
against the influence of explicitly interferring stimuli.
Constricted control is characterized by distractability in
the face of overlapping stimuli. As would be expected, the
constricted control subjects experience more interference on
a task such as the Stroop test.
These researchers found that constricted control subjects
would use counteractive and suppressive measures in order to
elide irrelevant intrusions. The flexibles were more likely
than constricteds to integrate the competing and contradictory
elements of a stimulus situation, whereas constricteds were
more likely to keep apart the intrusive ambiguities.
Contradictory Findings. As is often the case, the results
of the present study are not without contradictions. Bloomberg
(1969) and Hochman (1971) have shown that people who experience
less Stroop interference tend to be more field-independent, as
defined by such tasks as the Embedded Figure Test. Morgan
(1972) has shown that good hypnotic subjects tend to be more
field-independent. From this line of research it would be
predicted that good hypnotic subjects, being more field-
independent, would experience less interference on the Stroop
test. This prediction is inconsistent with the findings of
the present study.
By contrast, recent research (Bakan, 1969; Morgan et al,
1971) has shown that good hypnotic subjects tend to be what
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are termed left-gazers.' That is, they tend to exhibit lateral
eye movements to the left when they are attending to mental
processes. Bakan & Shotland (1969) have shown that left-gazers
tend to experience more interference on the Stroop test.
From this line of research we would expect good hypnotic subjects
to experience more interference on the Stroop test. We thus
have two lines of research which arrive at opposite predictions
and there appears to be no way to resolve this inconsistency
with the present data.
General Comments
The correlations found in the present study, although
not large, are consistent in magnitude with most personality
research. It has been noted (Mischel, 1969) that correlations
of .30 have come to be considered good for noncognitive
dimensions of personality. Moreover , the multiple correlation
coefficient obtained (R=.46) appears to be somewhat better
than those obtained by other investigations of hypnosis.
For example, Lee (1963) > using questionnaires which represented
9 aspects of hypnosis as predictors, arrived at a multiple
correlation of R=.40.
As was expected a multiple correlation accounted for more
of the variance than did a simple correlation. The multiple
correlation accounted for 23% of the variance in the hypnotic
susceptibility scores. By contrast the one variable which
31
accounted for the most variance, the Stroop interference
score, accounted for only % of the variance. It appears,
however, that this approach, i.e., using several variables
simultaneously, has limited potential in hypnosis research.
Each of the individual variables used here was correlated
significantly with hypnotic susceptibility and, if they were
accounting for different aspects of the variability in
susceptibility, their combination should have accounted for
much more of the variance than it did. It is concluded that
either the variables will have to be chosen more carefully,
being sure they are unrelated to each other, or the phenomenon
being studied is too complex for this approach.
The fact that traditional measures of personality account
for such a small percentage of behavioral variance has led some
(Mischel, 1969) to conclude that the whole notion of personality
traits is not very useful, at best, and meaningless, at worst.
There is another possibility, however. Perhaps the typical
measure of personality is too general, and the criteria
behaviors predicted too complex.
A number of reasons for a low explainable variance can be
offered, however. For one, it must be noted that hypnosis
appears to be a multidimensional phenomenon. Evans (1965)
describes four seperate and relatively unccrrelated types of
suggestibility; the first two were passive motor suggestibility
and challenge suggestibility. Suggestions such as "Your arm
is getting heavy, you can't hold it up." are characteristic
of the passive suggestions. Challenge suggestions, on the
other hand, defy a person to perform some act, which previously
he has been told he could not perform, e*g. , "Your arm is rigid,
try and bend it". The remaining two clusters identified by
Evans included, first, hallucinations and, second, dissociation
items such as post hypnotic suggestions and regression.
The SHSS:C is composed of twelve items, of which only two
are passive suggestions and two are challenge items. The
remainder of the suggestions are either hallucinatory or
dissociative. The SHSSsC, then, provides a very limited
measure of passive and challenge suggestions. Moreover,
the passive suggestions included are generally much easier
than the challenge suggestions and both these types are much
easier than the hallucinatory or dissociative items. This
confounding of the type of an item with the difficulty of
an item makes the interpretation of any individual's score
on the SHSS:C somewhat ambiguous.
In light of the apparent multidimensionality of hypnosis,
the findings of the present study can now be put into a
different perspective. It was concluded, for example, that
imagery was positively related to hypnotic susceptibility but
that acquiescence was not. It is possible that performance on
the more difficult items, such as hallucinations, is responsible
for the apparent imagery-susceptibility relationship.
33
Likewise, it would be plausible to assume that acquiescence
would be related to passive suggestions but, since only two
passive suggestions are provided and they are relatively easy,
no relationship appears.
There are two possible approaches to the problems
outlined above. For one, extended scales could be developed /
for each of the four factors of susceptibility. The Stanford
Profile Scales of Hypnotic Susceptibility (Weitzenhoffer &
Hilgard, ly67) were developed on this rationale but they are
representative of only dissociative and hallucinatory
suggestions. Given extended scales for each factor, represent-
ing the extremes of difficulty, significant correlations
might then be found between personality variables and particular
factors, for example, the acquiescent person might do well
on passive suggestions, even very difficult ones, but not do
well on hallucinations.
An alternative approach can be found in recent comments
on personality research. Endler and Hunt (1966), for example,
have noted that a small proportion of the variance, usually
about 10$, in behavior is accounted for by the main effect due
to individual differences. Situational differences (when
considered as main effects) also acocunt for a relatively
small fraction of the total variance. Yet the main effect
is what is represented by the correlation between a personality
measure and a response criterion. A significanlty greater
34
amount of variance can be accounted for by looking at the
interaction between individuals and situations. This
proportion of variance approach can be refined more by adding
response variables and then looking at the two and three-way
interactions between individuals, situations, and responses.
Returning to the present study, we divided the personality
measures, on an a priori basis, into three more general types
of variables; cognitive abilities, social expectations, and a
higher order combination. Since there were significant
correlations between imagery and hypnotic susceptibility and
between attentional abilities and susceptibility, we might
conclude that, in general, cognitive abilities are important
for the experience of hypnosis. But, as was noted, this
apparent relationship may be valid only for certain types of
suggestions, i.e., dissociative or hallucinatory. By similar
reasoning, the role-taking scale may have been related to the
Low and Medium ranges of susceptibility only because these two
ranges were characterized by passive and challenge suggestions.
Had the SHSS:C contained more difficult challenge and passive
items then role-taking might have correlated well with High
susceptibility also. The use of extended scales could help
to answer questions such as these.
If either of the above approaches, the use of extended
scales or the analysis of interactions, proved satisfactory, then
the nature of hypnosis could be better understood and an important
issue could be resolved. If, for example, some people could '
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do one type of suggestion, say passive suggestions, but not
another type, such as challenge suggestions of a seemingly
equal difficulty, then we could assume that there are different
abilities related to hypnotic susceptibility. In other words,
there are several different phenomena all being generalized »
as hypnosis. On the other hand, if a person could perform
suggestions of the same difficulty across types with equal
ease, then we could assume that there was only one phenomenon
prevai ling.
Both the correlational and ANOVA approach discussed here
depend upon the development of more detailed and more extensive
scales of hypnotic susceptibility
, scales which can assess
abilities on different types of suggestions as well as
susceptibility in general. This is perhaps the most important
suggestion for future research for without such scales the
other proposals discussed above cannot be fully realized.
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CH.APTER V
.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Role-taking ability was found to be curvilinearly related
to hypnotic susceptibility. It was suggested that role-taking
ability contributes to the experience of some hypnotic
phenomena, such as passive or challenge suggestions, but is
not especially related to performance on tasks which charact-
erize the higher ranges of hypnotic susceptibility, e.£ .
,
positive hallucinations.
The positive correlation between vividness of imagery,
using Bett's QMI
,
and hypnotic susceptibility is consistent
with previous research. The failure to obtain results with
Gordon's test of imagery suggests that the ability to control
imagery is not as important as having vivid imagery.
The Bett's QMI score also was found to be confounded by an
acquiescent response bias and, when this bias was removed, the
relationship between imagery and hypnotic susceptibility
increased.
Both the Color-Word ratio and the interference score from
the Stroop test were significantly correlated with hypnotizability
Good hypnotic subjects are more conceptually dominant (show
greater ease in processing verbal information) and appear to
be less automatic in their performance of a task (experience
more interference).
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Together with previous research reported in the literature,
the above results indicate that the good hypnotic subject
is a conceptually oriented person who is aware of his own
mental processes. He is able to experience more vivid
imagery. He prefers, and is more proficient at, conceptual
rather than sensorimotor tasks. He does not appear to have
become automatic in his functioning and may therefore have
a greater versatility in his commerce with the world. He
also has an ability, and perhaps a need, to keep seperate the
ambiguous aspects of a situation.
The multiple correlation approach to studying hypnosis
does increase the amount of variance accounted for but
its usefulness appears to be limited. The multidimensionality
of hypnosis may account for this lack of success.
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Table A-l Means and Standard Deviations.
Table A-2 ANOVA for tests of imagery, group vs
individual administrations.
Table A-3 Complete correlation table, sexes combined.
Table A-4 Complete correlation table, males.
Table A-5 Complete correlation table, females.
Table A-6 Frequency distribution for suggestions on
the SHSS:C.
Table A-7 Frequency distribution for suggestions on
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Table A-3 Frequency distribution for scores on the SHSS:C.
Table A-9 Frequency distribution for scores on the
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Table A-l
Means and Standard Deviations
(n=7S)
Variable Males
Mean SD
Females
Mean SD
Total
Mean
HGSHS:
A
7.53 3 . 51 O. Vj5 3.70 7.22 3.60
SHSS:C 6.68 3.21 6.70 3.02 6.69 3.09
Role-Taking 8.26 1.97 8.22 I.83 8.13 1.77
Social Des. 12.58 5.02 14.58 4.49 13.60 4.83
Acquiescence 5.38 0.40 5.33 0.61 5.36 0.52
Bett's QMI 5.23 0.65 5.11 0.89 5.17 0.78
Gordon's Test 1.58 0.33 I.48 O.46 1.53 0.40
Stroop: Word 35.97 6.94 35.72 5.99 35.85 6.43
c/w 1.47 0.19 1.34 0.15 1.40 0.18
CW-C 35.66 14.83 34.55 9.95 35.09 10.80
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Table A-2
ANOVA of l^agerg fr—
Group Administration vs Individual Administration
Bett's QMT
Source
Between
Within
1 0.0699 0.11
76 0.6183
ns
Gordon's Test of Imagery
Source df MS f p
Between 1 0.009B 0.06 ns
Within 76 0.1629
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Table A-3
Intercorrelations
of Personality Variables
Scores Standardized Within Sex and Combined
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 ?
1 SHSS:C 1
2 Role-Taking .17 1
3 Social Des.
*
.22 .00 1
4 CW-C
**
.30 -.16 .06 1
5 Acquiesc. -.14
,*
.23 .13 -.19 l
6 Bett's QMI .26
,*
.23 .14 .03
*
.25 1
7 Gordon's -.04 .17 -.09 -.07
**
.32
,***
.53 1
8 C/W .22 .03 .03 -.04 - .06 -.03 - .11 1
9 Word -.06 -.15 .04
***
.40 .00 .02 .03
,***
-.46 1
*p=.05
**p=.01
***p=.001
Table A
-4
Intercorrelation of Personality
Variables fnr Ma i Q o
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2 6
-L unoo l o -*1
_3 q
a. nuie-ldKing
• 20 1
• lo
.04 1
4 CW-C on
—
• <c(J
-•13 1
5 Acaui gsp * 04 *• 34 -.18 1
6 Bett's QMI
.17 .29 .03
-.03
.10 1
7 Gordon's -.01
-.07
-.10
-.02
.02
,**
.43 1
3 C/V
-.01
.13
.03 -.20
.05 -.15
.05 1
9 Word
.03 -.19
.03 .33 -.03 -.03 -•.05
***
-.54 1
*p=.05
**p=.01
***p=.001
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Table A-5
Intercorrelations of Personality
Variables for Fpmai Pq
1 2 6 7 8 9
JL unoOiU 1
2 Role-Taking
.14 1
3 Social Des. .29 -.02 1
4 CW-C
*
.31 -.13 .25 1
5 Acquiesc. -.08 .22 .03 -.19 1
6 Bett's QMI
.35 .28 .20 .09
*
.39 1
7 Gordon's -.07
**
.40 -.09 -.12
. ***
.60
. .***
.68 l
8 C/V .**
.46 .00 .13 .09 -.15 .00 -.27 1
9 Word -.15 -.11
.05
**
.42 .06 .10 .10 -.39 1
*p=.05
**p=.01
***p=.001
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Table A-6
Suggestions on the SHSS :C
Suggestion
Number
Males
(n=38)
Females
(n=40)
Total
(n-78) Suggestion
f f * f
1 33 86.8 39 97.5 72 92.3 Hand Lowering
2 35 92.1 37 92.5 72 92.3 Hands Apart
3 16 42.1 16 40.0 32 41.0 Mosquito Hal.
4 24 63.1 25 62.5 49 62.8 Taste Hal.
5 31 $1.6 30 75.0 61 78.2 Arm Rigidity
6 23 60.5 18 45.0 41 52.3 Dream
7
r 16 42.1 21 52.5 37 47.4 Hge ucgression
a 25 65.8 27 67.5 52 66.7 Arm Immobile
9 14 36.8 18 45.0 32 41.0 Anosmia
10 6 21.0 12 30.0 20 2$.6 Voice Halluc*
11 8 21.0 8 20.0 16 20.5 Neg. Visual Hal,
12 10 26.3 14 35.0 24 30.8 Amnesia
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Table A-7
Frequency Pi stribution
of Suggestions on the HGSHSsA
Suggestion Males
Number (n=131)
Females
(n=157)
Total
(n=233)
Suggestion
f_ f_ f_ 70
1 104 79.4 138 37.9 242 34.0 Head Sway
2 103 73.
6
126 30.2 229 79.5 Eye Closure
3 110 34.0 137 37.2 247 35.3 Hand Lowering
4 62 47.3 72 45.9 134 46.5 Arm Immobil.
5 97 74.0 110 70.1 207 71.9 Finger Lock
6 *5 64.9 54.3 171 59.4 Arm Rigidity
7 101 77.1 127 30.9 223 79.2 Hands Apart
3 69 52.7 93 59.2 162 56.2 Communication Inhib.
9 47 35.9 72 45.9 119 41.3 Fly Hallucin.
10 73 59.5 92 53.6 170 59.0 Eye Catalepsy
11 43 36.6 66 42.0 114 39.6 Post Hyp. Sugg.
12 33 25.2 33 24.2 71 24.6 Amnesia
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Table A-8
Distribution of Scores
on the SHSSsC
Score Male Females ** Total
f 1° f f /
1
J> 7.9 1 2.5 4 5.1
o
<c 5-3 10.0 6 7.7
5.3 3 7.5 5 6.4
4 3 7.9 2 5.0 5 6.4
5 5 13.2 4 10.0 9 11.5
6 1 2.6 2 5.0 3 3.8
7 6 15.8 9 22.5 15 19.2
8 4 10.5 3 7.5 7 9.0
9 4 10.5 3 7.5 7 9.0
10 3 7.9 4 10.0 7 9.0
11 3 7.9 4 10.0 7 9.0
12 2 5.3 1 • 2.5 3 3.S
*n=38
**n=40
Table A
-9
Distribution of Scores
on the HGSHSsA
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1 j 9 9£ • £ 1.3 5 1.7
2 10 7.5 4 2.6 14 4.9
3 3 2.2 6 3.9 9 3.1
4 12 9.0 13 25 3.7
5 14 10.5 10 6.4 24 3.3
6 5 3.3 12 7.7 17 5.9
7 14 10.5 25 16.1 39 13.5
3 22 16.5 29 13.7 51 17.7
9 19 14.3 17 11.0 36 12.5
10 12 9.1 15 9.7 27 9.4
11 16 12.0 13 3.4 29 io. i
12 3 2.2 9 5.3 12 4.2
*n=133
**n=155
APPENDIX B
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Factor A, Hypnotic Susceptibility
Source df MS F
SHSSiG 2/72 323.57 260.51 0.001
Role-Taking ft 11.62 3.51 0.035
Social Des. II 61.40 2. 35 0.064
CW-C li 629.51 4.66 0.012
Acquiescence fi 0.22 O.84 0.434
Bett's QMI ft 2.09 3.62 0.032
Gordon's Test ft 0.15 0.39 0.415
It 0.03 1.23 0.300
Word II 0.06 0.001 0.999
Factor B, Sex
Source df MS F
SHSS:C 1/72 0.01 0.01 0.938
Role-Taking 11 0.09 0.03 0.372
Social Des. •1 60.25 3.73 0.057
CW-C tt • 20.18 0.15 0.700
Acquiescence 11 0.03 0.13 0.724
Bett's QMI «i 0.27 0.46 0.500
Gordon's Test 11 0.20 1.16 O.285
C/W 11 O.36 13.71 0„001
Word ti 1.22 0.03 0.867
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AB Interaction
Source
^_ df MS F
SHSS:C 2/72 0.02 0.02 O.982
Role-Taking tl 6.26 1.89 O.158
Social Des. If 22.26 1.0?
CW-C tf 529.81 3.94 0.024
Acquiescence II 0.56 2.10 0.130
Bett's QMI II 0.50 0.87 0.422
Gordon* s Test It 0.002 0.01 0.986
C/W If 0.11 4.21 0.019
Word If 23.34 0.65 0.52
\
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APPENDIX C
SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRES
56Instructions and Answer Forms for
Social Desirability Scale &
Role-taking Scale
PLEASE SUPPLY THE INFORMATION REQUESTED BELOW
NAME
AGE SEX
LOCAL ADDRESS
INSTRUCTIONS:
In this booklet are short statements which may or may not be descriptive
of yourself. Please read each statement very carefully and then circle either
a "yes" or a "no" to indicate whether or not you believe that a statement is
descriptive of yourself. Some of the statements may describe experiences which
you may or may not have had. Again, circle either a "yes" or a "no" depending
upon how well you feel the statement applies to yourself.
If you understand the instructions you may begin. If you have any questions,
please ask the person in charge before beginning.
'
ISocial Desirability Scale 57
LISTED BELOW ARE A NUMBER OF STATEMENTS CONCERNING PERSONAL ATTITUDES AND TRAITS.
READ EACH ITEM AND DECIDE WHETHER THE STATEMENT IS TRUE OR FALSE AS IT PERTADJS
TO YOU PERSONALLY.
1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of
all candidates
. . . . . T F
2. I never hesitate to go out of ny way to help someone in trouble.
. . . . T F
3. It is sonetimes hard for rae to go on with my work if I an
not encouraged. . . • T F
14. I have never intensely disliked anyone T F
5. On occasion I have had doubts about ny ability to succeed in life. . . . T F
6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get ny way * T F
7. I an ali/ays careful about ny manner of dress. ••••••• T F
8* }ty table manners at hone are as good as vhen I eat out in
a restaurant • • • • • • • T F
9. If I c™°* /^et into a novie without paying and be sure I was not
$ee?i, I would probably do it. • •••••• T F
»
10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I
thought too little of ny ability. T F
11. I Ute.to gossip at times T F
12 There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people
in authority even though I knw they were right -T F.
13, No natter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener. T F
lU„ I can remember 'playing sick 1 ' to get our of something T ?
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. T F
16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. ..*..i..T F
17. I always try to practice what I preach * . . • • T
16. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with
loud mouthed, obnoxious people. • •••••••••
19. I sometimes try to get even', rather than forgive and forget
T F
Role-taking Scale
53
1. Are you sometimes ahle to gorget about your present self and get
absorbed in a fantasy that you are someone else? yes no
2. Bo you recall ever having had an imaginary playmate? yes no
3. Have you ever found, vhile acting in a play, that you really
felt the emotions of the character, and 'became 1 him (her) for
the time being, forgetting about yourself and the audience; yes tio
U. Have vou ever had the experience of recollecting a past
experience in your life vith such clarity and vitality
that it v&s almost like living it again? Or so that it
nctuallv seemed identical with living it again? yes no
5. Have vou ever had the experience of telling a story vith
elaborations to make it sound better and then having the
elaborations seem as real to you as the actual experience? yes no
6 # Have you ever had the experience of reading a novel ( or
watching a play) and vhile doing so, actually forgetting
yourself, your surroundings , and even the fact that you
are reading (or watching) and begin to actually live the
story vith such great reality and vividness that it becomes
temporarily almost reality for you? Or actually seemed to
become reality for you? - yes n0
7. AS you participate in different situations (e.g., being in
class, being at a party with close friends, "being home vith the
"Pamily) do you feel that you somehow change from the one
situation to the other, and that you are not the same yourself
ve s ^o
in the different situations? ......
8, Can you easily assume the leader's role in one sitaution and
the follower's role in another sitaation? ?
e
m
9 Have you participated (being caught up in) in a crowd
action
(mass demonstrations, mass audienees, dormitory raids, riots,
!
rallies, etc.) and found yourself doing and feeling things ^
that you would not normally do or feel?
10. Would you enjoy experiencing various roles in different
situations?
. .
yes no
11 While watching a movie or show do you soicetimes
become so
involved that you feel yourself participating in the
action? ...... yea
12. Do you enjoy roller-coasters, ferris wheels and similar
rides
^ ^
at the amusement park?
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20. 'Then I don't knor southing I don't at ell rind adrdttin*- it. T F
21. I an al* Tavs courteous, ov^n to people vbo are dise/rreeaMe. • •••• #% T F
22. At tines I have- roallv insisted on having things ry irav
. . • , T F
23. Thro have Ix-en occasions vhen I felt like slashing things T F
2h m I "ould never think of lotting coneone else he "ounished for
r*r ^ongdoings.
. # T F
25. I never resent being asked to return a favor T F
2r * I have never been irked vhen Tjeoi^le exorensed id:-as verv
different fron o^ra T F
27- I never r^ake a long trip without checking the safet;* of rvr car T F
2$. There have been tines vhen I uas quite jealous of the good
fortune of others T F
2n . I have alr.ost irever felt the urge to tell someone off T F
30. I or. sonetinec irritated by people vho ask favors of ne T F
31. I have never felt thfct I vas punished without cause T F
32. I sonetines think when people have a rdsfortune thev onlv got vhat
ohev deserved • '
33. I have never ddliberatel^ said something that hurt soneone's feelings. . T F
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Gordon' s. Test of Imagery
t 4.u
W
? V?uld like t0 know if y°u can change your images at will
^/hefollowing. items f s^iptions of Icenes whicfyou shouldtry and picture m your mind. You will then be asked to changethe scene somehow. We are interested in knowing whether or not yourimages changed as you wanted them to or whether they seemed todisregard your wishes. If you could do what was suggested then
underline 'yes'. If you could not, underline the 'no'. If vou areunsure then underline 'unsure'* '
1. Can you see a car standing in front of a house?
2. Can you see the car in color?
3. Can you see the car in a different color?
4« Can you see that same car lying upside down?
5. Can you see it rightside up again?
6. Now can you see the car running down the road?
7. Can you see it trying to climb a very steep hill?
&. Can you see it make it over the top of the hill?
9. Can you see that car get out of control and crash through a house?
10. Can you now see the same car running along the road with a good
looking couple inside?
11. Now can you see the car cross a bridge and fall over the side into
the stream below?
12. Can you now see the car all old and dismantled in a junkyard?
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Gordon's Test of Imagery
AnswEr Form
Name
In this test you will be asked to form a mental image of some objectAfter the object has been described, please close your eyes and tryto visualize the scene described. Record your resonse to the
suggestion by underlining •yes', 'no' or 'unsure', whichever is the
most appropriate. If you have any doubts at all regarding the
answer to a question, underline unsure.
1. yes no unsure
2. yes no unsure
3. yes no unsure
4. yes no unsure
5. yes no unsure
6. yes no unsure
7. yes no unsure
8. yes no unsure
9. yes no unsure
10. yes no unsure
11. yes no unsure
12. yes no unsure
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Instructions and Questionnaire
Items for a Shortend Form
of Bett's QNH '
Think of some relative or friend whom you frequently see
considering carefully the picture that rises before your mind J s
eye. Classify the images suggested by each of the following
questions as indicated by the degrees of clearness and vividness
specified on the rating scale.
1. The exact contour of the face, head, shoulders, and body.
2. Characteristic poses of head, attitudes of body, etc.
3. The precise carriage, length of step, etc., in walking.
4. The different colors worn in some familiar way of dressing.
Think of seeing the following, considering carefully the
picture which comes before your mind's eye; and classify the image
suggested by the following question as indicated by the degree of
clearness and vividness specified on the rating scale.
5. The sun as it is sinking below the horizon.
Think of each of the following sounds, considering carefully the
image which comes to your mind and classify the images suggested by
each of the following questions as indicated by the degrees of
clearness and vividness specified on the rating scale.
6. The whistle of a locomotive.
7. The honk of an automobile.
&. The meowing of a cat.
9. The sound of escaping steam.
10. The clapping of hands in applause.
Think of feeling or touching each of the following, considering
carefully the image which come to your mind and classify the images
suggested by each of the fallowing questions as indicated by the
degrees of clearness and vivideess specified on the rating scale.
11. Sand.
12. Linen sheets.
13. Fur.
14. The prick of a pin.
' 15. The warmth of a wnrm bath.
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16. Running upstairs.
17. Springing across a puddle.
13. Drawing a circle on paper.
19. Reaching up to a high shelf.
20. Kicking something out of your way.
Think of tasting each of the following considering carefully
the image which comes to your mind and classify the images suggestedby each of the following suggestions as indicated by the* degres of
clearness and vividness specified on the rating scale.
21. Salt.
22. Granulated white sugar.
23. Oranges.
24. Jelly.
25. Your favorite soup.
Think of smelling each of the following, considering carefully
the image which comes to your mind and classify the images suggested
by each of the following as indicated by the degrees of clearness
and vividness specified on the rating scale.
26. An ill-ventilated room.
27. Cooking cabbage.
28. Roast beef.
29. Fresh paint.
30. New Leather.
Think of each of the following sensations, considering carefully
the image which comes Before your mind and classify the images suggested
as indicated by the degrees of clearness and vividness specified on
the rating scale.
31. Fatigue.
32. Hunger.
33* A sore throat.
34. Drowsiness.
35. Repletion as from a full meal.
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Bett's Questionnaire of Mental Imagery-
Answer Form
Name
The aim of this test is to determine the vividness of your imagery.
The items of the test will bring certain images to your mind. You
are to rate the vividness of each image by reference to the accomp-
anying rating scale. For example if your image is 'vague and dim'
you give it a rating of 5» Record your answer by circling the
proper number. Throughout the test, refer to the rating scale
when judging the vividness of each image. Remember that your
accurate and honest answer to these questions is most important
for the validity of this study.
Rating Scale;
1= Perfectly clear & vivid as the actual experience.
2- Very clear and comparable in vividness to the actual experience
3= Moderately clear and vivid.
4= Not clear or vivid, but recognizable.
5= Vague and dim.
6= So vague and dim as to be hardly discernable.
7= No image present at all.
I
1. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 12. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 24. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 13. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 25. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 14. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 26. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 15. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 27. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 16. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 28. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 17. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 29. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 18. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 30. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 19. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 31. 1 2 3 4 5
6 7
a. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 20. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 32. 1 2 3 4 5
6 7
9. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 21. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 33. 1 2 3 4 5
6 7
10. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 22. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 34. 1 2 3 4 5
6 7
11. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 23- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 35. 1
2 3 4 5 6 7
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Acquiescence Scale
NAME
INSTRUCTIONS:
Inside this booklet are a number of statements which you might either agree
whichTnTJ ; *J ?S tOP °f GaCh Page 15 a ^ale numbered from I toT
1£tl"t o V° What GXtent ^ may agree °* disagree with a particularsta ement Read each statement carefully and then place a number in Sespace provided to indicate the extent to which you agree with the atatement
PLEASE READ AN)ANSWER EACH STATEMENT CAREFULLY
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AC page 1
RATING SCALE: 1 a Strongly Disagree
2 » Disagree *
3 = Slightly Disagree
4 = Neutral
5 =» Slightly Agree
6 = Agree
7 = Strongly Agree
1. There are days when one awakes fromssleep without a care in the worldfull of zest and eagerness for whatever lies ahead of him
2. Most satisfying is the knowledge that one is an indispensable and
appreciated member of a purposeful and effective group (team or
institution)
3. The world is teeming with opportunities and promises of success for
anyone with sufficient imagination to perceive them
4. The vast majority of men are truthful and dependable
5. There are always plenty of people who are eager to extend a helping
hand*
6. If you have faith in your friends, they will seldom disappoint you. #
7. The way to get the most out of life is to seize every opportunity
to enjoy It • ••••••• ••••••
8. Most people you meet are friendly and obliging, more disposed to aid
you than to refuse aid. . • . . • + ##•••••••
9. For anyone with an average amount of energy, self-confidence and
talent the chances of success in life are excellent
10. Christianity and all other religions are, at best, only partly true .
11 • A man should be his own harshest judge.
12. All development of personality begins with a frank admission of ones
deficiencies and limitations. .... »•••••••••••
13. The fJLrst law is: know and accept thyself — without distortions
or equivocations. • •••••• • •••••••••••••
14. There's no desire that cannot at least be considered • • •
15. Don't encourage fears and enxieties by dwelling on them • ••••••
16. I like advice before making decisions ••«•••
17. I get along well with people • • • . #
18. My study habits are rather erratic.
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Ac page 2
RATING SCALE: 1 = Strongly Disagree <
2 a Disagree
3 a Slightly Disagree
4 = Neutral
5 = Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 = Strongly Agree
19. I've had a number of different ideas about what I will eventually
20. I can always reread certain passages in books or poems with
continued enjoyment
21. I respond to work of art with my feelings, not with my intellect.
22. I persist in the face- of difficulties
23* I eagerly take in all that goes on around me
24. I like to think things out ahead of time
25. All life is to be seized upon and made part of oneself
26. I am very sensitive to criticism
27. I prefer work that can be done finished and put away to work
that stretches out over a long time.
. #
28. Most unhappy people could imrove their lot if they only tried . .
29. Most people are not nearly as efficient as they could be if they
were traindd to use all of their time
30. I feel that most people like me
31. Happiness is one of the primary goals of life
32. I can be pretty sarcastic at times
33. I am continually trying to integrate my inner values, impulses,
and experiences with the demands of external reality
r
34. I get annoyed at epople who take a long time to g§t to the point.
35. I usually think of what I should have said long after the time to
say it has passed
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Answer Booklet for HGSHS:
A
NAME:
HARVARD GROUP SCALE
OF
HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
form A
This scale is a standard procedure for estimating susceptibility to hypnosis*
An individual's susceptibility to hypnosis may change, however, over time and
with differing circumstances. An individual v/ho appears relatively unsusceptible
at this time by these standard procedures will not necessarily still be relatively
'.unsusceptible at a later time or under different circumstances.
DO NOT OPEN THIS BOOKLET UNTIL SPECIFICALLY TOLD TO DO SO!
sb
hg.
sh
ac
sd
bi
gc
si
s2
HGSHS page 2
Please write down now briefly in your own words a list of the things that
happened since you began looking at the target. Do not go into detail.
Spend three minutes, no longer, in writing your reply.
Please DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE until specifically told to do so.!
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HGSKS
.
page 3
On this page write down a list of anything else that you now remember that you
did nfct remember previously. Please do not go into detail. Spend two minutes,
no longer, in writing out your reply.
Please DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE until specifically told to do so
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PLEASE DO NOT RETURN TO EARLIER PAGES
HGSHS page 4
Listad ^ela* is chrorxUogical order are the eleven specific happenings
.
which were suggested to you during the standard hypnotic procedure. We wish
you to estimate whether or not you objectively responded to these eleven
suggestions, that is, whether or not an onlooker would have observed that you
did or did not make certain definite responses by certain specific, predefined
criteria. In this section we are thus interested in your estimates of your
outward behavior and not in what your inner, subjective experience of it was
like. Later you will be given an opportunity to describe your inner, subjective
experience, but in this section refer only to the outward behavioral responses
irrespective of what the experience may have been like subjectively*
It is understood that your estimates may in some cases not be as
accurate as you might wish them to be and that you might even have to guess.
But we want you to make whatever you feel to be your best estimates regardless.
Beneath a description of each of the eleven suggestions are sets of two
responses, labeled A and B. Please circle either A or B for each question,
whichever you judge to be the more accurate. Please answer every question.
Failure to give a definite answer to every question may lead to disqualification
of your record.
1* HEAD FALLING
You were first told to sit up straight in your chair for 30 seconds
and then to think of yonr head falling forward. Would you estimate that an
onlooker would have observed that your head fell forward at least 2 inches
during the time you were thinking about it happening?
Circle one: A. My head fell forward at least 2 inches.
B. My head fell forward less than 2 inches.
2. EYE CLOSURE
You were next told to rest your hands in your lap and pick out a spot
on either hand as a target and concentrate on it. You were then told that your
eyelids were becoming tired and heavy. Would you estimate that an onlooker
would have observed tha* your eyelids had closed (before the time you were told
to close them deliberately)?
Circle one: A. My eyelids had closed by then.
B. My eyelids had not closed by then.
3. HAND LOWERING (left hand)
You were next told to extend your left arm straight out and *eel it
becoming heavy as though a weight were pulling the hand and arm down. Would
vou estimate that an onlooker would have observed that your hand lowered at
least 6 inches (before the time you were told to let your hand down deliberately)?
Circle one: A. My hand had lowered at least 6 inches by then.
B. My hand had lowered less than 6 inches by then.
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HGSHS page 5
4. ARM IMMOBILIZATION (right arm)
You were next told how heavy your right hand and arm felt and then toldto try to lift your hand up. Would you estimate that an onlooker would have-
observed that you did not lift your hand and arm up at least one inch (beforeyou were told to stop trying)?
Circle one: A. I did not lift my hand and arm at least one inch by then.
B. I did lift ray hand and arm an inch or more by then.
5. FINGER LOCK
You were next told to interlock your fingers, told how your fingers
would become tightly interlocked, then told to try to take your hands apart.
Would you estimate that an onlooker would have observed that your fingers were
separated (before you were told to stop trying to take them apart)?
Circle one: A. My fingers were still incompletely separated by then.
B. My fingers had completely separated by. then,
v
6. ARM RIGIDITY (left)
You were next told to extend your left arm straight out and make a fist,
told to notice it becoming stiff, and then told to try to bend it. Would you
estimate that an onlooker would have observed that there was less than 2 inches
of arm bending (before you were told to stop trying)?
Circle one: A. My arm was bent less than two inches by then.
B. My arm was bent two or more inches by therv.-
7. MOVING HANDS TOGETHER
You were next told to hold your hands out in front of you about a foot
apart and then told to imagine a force pulling your hands together. Would you
estimate that an onlooker would have observed that your hands were not over 6
inches apart (before you were told to return your hands to their resting position)?
Circle one; A. My hands were not more than 6 inches apart by then.
B. My hands were still more than 6 inches apart by then. ,
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HGSHS page 6
8. COMMUNICATION INHIBITION
You were next told to think how hard it might be to shake your head to
indicate "no", and then told to try. Would you estimate that an onlooker would
have observed you to make a recognizable shake of the head "no"? (That is,
before you were told to stop trying)
*
Circle one: A. I did not recognizably shake ray head "no".
B. I did recognizably shake ray head "no",
9. EXPERIENCING OF FLY
You were next told to become aware of the buzzing of a fly which was
said to become annoying, and then you were told to shoo it away. Would you
estimate that an onlooker would have observed you make any grimacing, any
movement, any outward acknowledgement of an effect (regardless of what it was
like subjectively)?
Circle one: A. I did make some outward acknowledgement.
B. I did not make any outward acknowledgement*
10. EYE CATALEPSY
You were next told that your eyelids were so tightly closed that you
could not open them, and then you were told to try to do so. Would you estimate
that an onlooker would have observed that your eyes remained closed (before you
were told to stop trying)?
Circle one? A. My eyes remained closed.
B. My eyes had opened.
11. POST HYPNOTIC SUGGESTION (touching left ankle)
You wre told next that after you were awakened you would hear a tapping
noise at which time you would reach down and touch your left ankle. You were
further informed that you would do this but forget being told to do so. Would
you estimate that an onlooker would have observed either that you reached down
and touched your ankle, or that you made any partial movement to do so?
Circle one: A. I made at least an observable movement.
B. I did not make even a partial movement.
Ik
HGSHS page 7
YOU MAY NOW REFER TO EARLIER PAGES
BUT PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANYTHING FURTHER ON THEM
SECTION ON INNER, SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCES
1. Regarding the suggestion of EXPERIENCING A FLY - how real was it to vou->How vividly did you hear find feel it? Did you really believe at the time thatit was there? Was there any doubt about its reality?
2. Regarding the two suggestions of HAND LOWERING (left) and HANDS MOVING
TOGETHER — was it subjectively convincing each time that the effect was
happening entirely by itself? Was there any feeling either time that you were
helping it along?
3. On the remainder of this page please describe any other of your inner,
subjective experiences during the procedure which you feel to be of interest.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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Scoring Form for SHSS:C
SHS3 SCORING SUMMARY SUBJECT:
score
0. Eye closure (not counted in total score)
+ or
_Hand lowarinq (riqht hand)
-—. P
Movinq Hands Apart
3. Mosquito Hallucination
4. Taste Hallucination
5, Arm Fiqidity (riqht arm)
6. Dream
•
7. Aqe Regression (school;
8. Arm Immobilization Qeft arm)
9. Anosmia to Ammonia
10. Hallucinated Voice
11. tfeoative Visual Hallucination (three boxes)
Post- Hypnotic Amnesia
TOTAL SHSS
STROOP 1 C
W
CW
STROOP 2 C
W
CW
Zloal nunber of items recalled in test of amnesia..
Item 0. Response to Induction
a. tif eye closxire used) Eyes:_ : close without forcing
do do not
b. (If other method of induction used) Method
Response
_____________________
1. Hand Lowerxng (rxght hand)
Score (+) if hand has lowered at least 6 inches by end to 10 seconds.
2. Moving Hands Apart
Score (+•) if hands ate 6 inches apart at end of 10 seconds.
3. Mosquito Hallucination
Skare (+) for any grxmacirig, movement, or acknowledgment.
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SHSS PAGE 2
4* Taste Hallucination
Score (+) if both tastes are experienced and either one strong or i
with overt movements*
A. Taste of Sweet:
: : : :
none vague weak strong
Overt signs: : z
yes no
B. Taste of Sour:
: : : :
none vague weak strong
Overt Signs:
: :
yes no
5. Arm Rignidity (right arm)
Score (+) if there is less than 2 inches of arm bending in 10 sec.
6. Dream
Record dream here,
Score (+) if subject dreams well, i.e., imagery and action do not appear
to be under volitional control.
7. Age Regression (school)
A. Verbal Evidence: Fifth Grade
How old are you?
a
Where are you?
What are you doing?
Who is your teacher?
Rating : :
no Regression fair good
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SHSS 1 PAGE 3
7. continued
B. Verbal Evidence: Second Grade
What is your name?
And how old are you?
Where are you ?
Who is your teacher?
Rating
:
no Regression
C. Handwriting Evidence
Fifth Grade:
Second Grade
fair good
no change
no change
some change striking change
some change striking change
Score (+) if clear change in handwriting between the present and ONE
of the regressed ages,
8. Arm Immobilization (left arm)
Score (+) if arm rises less than 1 inch in 10 seconds.
9. Anosmia to Ammonia
Smell of Ammonia : : : : :
none vague weak strong
Overt signs : : :
yes no
Score (+) if odor of ammonia denied and overt signs absent.
10. Hallucinated Voice
Score (+) if subject answers realistically at least once
Record convwrsation, if any:
SHSS PAGE 4
11. Negative Visaul Hallucination: Three Boxes
Subject reports 3 boxes:
Subject reports 2 boxes: Colors and
What is color of third box?
Score (+) if hallucination is present, whether or not sustained.
Sometimes the third box is perceived vaguely as a colored spot or shadow.
12. Post Hypnotic Amnesia
1. Please tell me now in your own words everything that has happened from
the time that I told your eyes were getting heavy. (If blocked, ask,
"Anything else?" until subject reaches a further impasse.)
Anything else?
You have forgotten some things which happened. Can you tell me a little
what it feels like?
2. Listen carefully to my words. Now you can remernber everything.
Anything else now?
How real was experience?
Score ( + ) if subject recalls 3 or fewer items before "Now you can remember.


